More Lies and Ignorance of a Hizb at-Tahrir Representative in Canada 


By Abu Huthayfah al-KanadT 

After reading an article entitled "Lies and Ignorance of Hizbut Tahrir in the Sciences of Hadith 
and the Arabic Language", a back and forth between the author and the subject of the article 
from about a year ago, and then a recently released "response" by the subject of the article, I 
felt compelled to write these short observations. After this paragraph, the "response" from the 
subject of the article is in black and my words are in colour. 

An old, shallow, and quite-frankly misleading article that was written some time ago regarding 
the opinion of Hizb ut Tahrir on the definition of a Sahabi - titled "The Lies and Ignorance of 
Hizb ut Tahrir In the Sciences ofHadith and the Arabic Language" - has resurfaced. 

I like how colorful adjectives, such as "old, shallow and quite-frankly misleading" are a 
substitution for academic research and authentic references. Interesting how and article's age 
(i.e. old) has any bearing on its validity or truth. Incidentally, it's about year old. Maybe a year 
makes something "old" to you. But ok, here we go... 

The article mostly refers to my own Facebook posts and comments (as if my Facebook posts are 
Hizb ut Tahrir canon), and only gives a cursory glance at what is explained in the adopted books 
of Hizb ut Tahrir, which is disappointing and somewhat lazy. 

Hizb ut Tahrir "canon"? Really? Ok, for the sake of the discussion, let's assume this group has 
some immense "canon" of thorough research to rely upon. Why didn't you refer to it in your 
reply? It seems that if you were so interested in refuting the alleged false claims in the article, it 
should have been simple enough for you to dip into this expansive "canon" to produce a 
decisive rebuttal of the errors in the article. Incidentally, I and others, are still waiting for that... 

Either way, below are 5 main problems with the article: 

1- The title of the article 

The author seems to think that it is ok to accuse someone of "lying" when it is simply a matter 
of valid differences in the interpretation of the evidences. A more respectful choice of words 
would have been something along the lines of "incorrect conclusions" instead of "lies," and 
"weak opinions" instead of "ignorance." But some people still have not yet learned the 
etiquette of Islamic discourse yet. 

Perhaps the author believes you lied and weren't simply following "incorrect conclusions". 
Perhaps he believes you are ignorant were not merely following "weak opinions". Is it 
impossible for you to fathom that someone believes you lied or are ignorant? Allah knows 
you've provided enough fodder for that claim. 


Interesting, how easily you refer to his words as "ignorant", "shallow", "juvenile" and "slander" 
and say that you "lack self control (sic) or maturity", without any consideration of disrespectful 
they are, but at the same time, be so morally outraged by identical words or others, which are 
even less harsh. Does this indicate self-control and maturity? I wonder. And anyone who 
follows your page and sees how you deal with people who challenge you, will notice that this is 
your go to response; to be so offended as to not be able to continue the discussion with people 
who are too "immature", or whatever excuse you choose to use that day. 

To address the insulting and juvenile title, I will simply say that it is well known by those who 
have studied the sciences of the Deen that - as stated by Al-Mirwazi - the Muhadditheen 
(scholars of Hadith) define a Sahabi as anyone who saw the Prophet (saw) and died a Muslim, 
while the Usooli (legislative Usool Al-Fiqh) scholars define a Sahabi as those who lived with the 
Prophet (saw) and mixed with him a great deal while following his behavior and taking from 
him. 

Who is Al-Mirwazi? I think you mean Al-MarwazT? 

"...those who have studied the sciences of the Deen..." Were the sources referenced coming 
from those who have not done so? Or is it only those who reference your vast "canon" of Hizb 
ut Tahrir verified and confirmed academic research who can wear this crown of achievement? 

Here is the Arabic quote by Al-Mirwazi: 

From Al-MarwazT. 
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So, I suggest this author take a deeper look at the history of this topic, and learn to use more 
appropriate wording to describe something that the scholars have long discussed and is a 
known issue. Children use words like "liar" to refer to disagreements, whereas mature adults 
will use words like "correct opinion" and "incorrect opinion" in such matters. 


It's strange that the main reference which seems to be used by you and your fans is the 
Muqaddimah of Ibn as-Salah. 


And again, perhaps people know the difference between the use of lie and "incorrect opinion", 
and simply believe you lied. 


2- The definition of a Sahabi 


He quotes a Hadith in Sahih Al-Bukhari, narrated by Abu Sa'eed Al-Khudri that mentions the 
word ("was a companion to") the Prophet (saw). Then he quotes a second Hadith in 
Sahih Muslim narrated by the same narrator that uses the word i sb ("seen") the Prophet (saw). 
But the author does not seem to understand that the definition of a Sahabi is an assessment of 
the practical reality of a "companion." 

This is precisely why you were called out on your nonsense. This is another claim devoid of any 
evidence whatsoever. You continue to make the same claim, over-and-over, despite having 
been proven wrong about it. Claiming that the definition of a Sahabi is such-and-such, when it 
was clearly demonstrated, using an authentic Arabic text of the Sahabah using this exact same 
word in a completely contrary word to how you have attempted to redefine it, is futile. 

You did this last year: completely ignored something in the article, and pretended it wasn't 
addressed. This was when you claimed the author didn't address the narration of Sa'Td Ibn 
Jubayr, despite the fact that numerous pages were dedicated to addressing it. Perhaps you 
know your followers don't verify anything and hope it will all just go away. 

It is not a textual assessment, and none of the classical scholars said it was anything more than 
an assessment of the nature of a "companion," where they simply believed that seeing the 
Prophet (saw) was enough to transform a human being into a just individual, as long as that 
person maintained the transformation and died in that state. 

Notice how you omit the most important part of the correct Islamic definition of a Sahabi. You 
said: "...seeing the Prophet (saw)..." while clearly omitting "...while believing in him", as if any of 
the MushrikTn who merely saw the Messenger of Allah, but referred to him as a liar, a 
soothsayer, an insane person would somehow qualify as a Sahabi. Is this the result of your 
access to the vast "canon" of Hizb ut Tahrir academia? Is it a result of your impressive 
knowledge of the Arabic language? Perhaps this omission came from your striking knowledge of 
Usui al-Fiqh. 

Or, more likely, you are a person who was proven wrong, remain wrong, and have crawled back 
out to reclaim some dignity, after embarrassing yourself last year. 

In other words, when a word is used, the word originally has a linguistic meaning with an 
associated reality (called a &uas>). That associated reality remains the meaning of the word 
unless a text from the Deen changes the associated reality to another associated reality, which 
makes the word now have a "Shari'ee meaning". So, for example, the word "Salat" was 
associated with the reality of "connecting one thing with another," and in pre-lslamic Arabia it 
was associated with "making du'a." But Islam was revealed and changed the associated reality 
from those things to the reality of the 5 obligatory prayers. 

Here, you are embarrassing yourself again. Either you have forgotten the discussion, or you are 
deliberately seeking to change it. Originally, it was you who stated that this definition was 
based on the Arabic meaning of the word. As you said: 




"We define a Sahabi as someone who fulfills the linguistic meaning of a 'companion.'" 

And again, you said: "...whereas our opinion is at least based on the linguistic meaning of Suhba 
(companionship)." 

So when you were clearly proven wrong, instead of saying: "Oh, I guess I didn't know what I 
assumed I knew," you attempt to shift your claims to the definition of the so-called nature of a 
"companion," which is a claim not only devoid of any scholarly proof, it also has no textual 
evidence to substantiate it whatsoever. 

Therefore, in the context of the word "Sahabi," the associated reality is "companionship," and 
the texts of Islam did not change the associated reality to anything other than companionship. 
Therefore it remains an assessment of what is a "companion," and not some alternate meaning 
to the meaning Sahabi. Some scholars said seeing the Prophet (saw) was enough to be 
considered his companion, and others said that living with him, learning from him, and/or 
fighting alongside him was required to fulfill the meaning of companionship. 

Amazingly, all of these statements were disproven last year; particularly the claim that this term 
can be redefined as an "associated reality". Not only were no evidences provided to 
substantiate this claim, all the necessary evidences to disprove it were provided. 

As for the adopted opinion of Hizb ut Tahrir on this matter, it can be found in our book The 
Islamic Personality Part 1, under the chapter titled "The Transmitters of Hadith" or in Arabic oljj 

OoJlsJI. 


Link to the Arabic book: http://www.hizb-ut-tahrir.Org/-/ar books pdf/Shakhsiyahl.pdf 
Link to the English book: http://www.hizb-australia.Org/-/up-/2012/03/Shakhsivva-l.pdf 

As for a decisive refutation these lies (specifically "Ash-Shakhsiyyah al-lslamiyyah", Vol 1/323), and 
particularly the false claims of Mazin AbdulAdhim, then this is available here: 

Link to the PDF document: 

https://archive.org/download/LieAndlgnoranceOfHizbutTahreerlnTheSciencesOfHadeethAndTh 
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Link to the Word document: 
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The bottom line is this is an issue of Ijtihaad and Ikhtilaaf - and the author even quotes Ibn Al- 
Salah who clearly states that it is a disputed issue and there are many valid opinions, which he 
conveniently ignored - so we should take it easy, and understand that Islam permits differences 
of opinion on Ijtihaadi issues. 

So now suddenly this matter is an IjtihadT issue, and a matter of legitimate Ikhtilaf? What 
happened to your laughable claim from last year, where you described the correct opinion as 
follows? 

As you said: "This opinion is a mystical assumption about the effect of seeing the Prophet (saw) 
and actually has no basis in the texts of Islam." 

Is this the position of someone who considers the opposing position to be a legitimate differing 
view? Is referring to an opinion as "a mystical assumption", how you describe issues of Ijtihad? 

3- The claim that Hizb ut Tahrir defines Shari'ee matters based on English translations 

He claims that we take the translated meanings from English and define our understanding 
from that. Either this author knows nothing about Shaykh Taqiuddin An-Nabahani or he is 
intentionally attempting to mislead the reader. Only someone who knows nothing about Hizb 
ut Tahrir would think that our adopted opinions are based on English translations. 

Either you can't read, or your memory is faulty. This is what the article said, verbatim: 

I say: It appears that this individual did what many do when discussing matters related to 
rulings based upon the Arabic language; they take the translated meaning in English and apply 
it to the Arabic language and assume this fulfills the claim of "linguistic meaning". 

Therefore, not only did the author not refer to Hizb at-Tahrir, nor its founder, he referred to 
you. It even referred to you as an "individual" and then said you do what some others do. And 
not only was it completely correct in claiming so, your elementary attempt to use the Arabic 
language to define something in the Shari'ah became a clear proof that you do exactly what the 
author said. 

In fact, right after that statement, the author said: "Or, they take the way a word is used in 
Arabic today and apply this understanding to the way it was used by the early generations. And 
it is likely that he followed this second method, because this is what was done by his 
predecessors within his party, as will be seen." 

Even as a third party, I have to say you lied here. You said the author "claims that we take the 
translated meanings from English and define our understanding from that." He affirmed the 
exact opposite. 



Ironically, after rejecting the idea that the meaning of a Sahabi is taken from the linguistic 
meaning of the word... 


This is becoming embarrassing. The article literally did the opposite of what you are claiming. 
Not only did it NOT deny that the meaning of a Sahabi was taken from the Arabic meaning, it 
clearly and precisely demonstrated that the Arabic meaning of the word of Suhbah is NOT what 
you claimed, which is that it only applies to someone who accompanies another person for 
some minimum threshold of time. 

Pages 3 - 5 of the article you are attempting to reply to more than clearly demonstrates that 
your understanding of the Arabic meaning of the word you are trying to define was entirely 
wrong to begin with. I can't say I'm really surprised, but I honestly hope it's because you 
neglected to read what you are trying to refute, and not simply because you lack the ability to 
comprehend what you were even discussing. 

the author then quotes a few Ahadith that use the linguistic meaning of "Suhba" 
(companionship) to prove that the use of such a word to describe someone means he is a 
Sahabi. He then attempts to twist the Hadith to somehow mean "seeing" is equivalent to 
"Suhba," which it is not. 

Actually, the more I read from your feeble attempts to describe the points in the article, the 
more I'm convinced that you have some type of clinical short-term memory loss, where you're 
simply unable to retain recently-acquired facts. 

Very simply (to make it easy for you), the article demonstrated, with authentic texts (pages 1- 
2), that 'accompany' and 'see' are synonymous in the texts of the SharT'ah, and that (pages 3-5), 
the term Sahabi is defined in the Arabic language, as well as the SharT'ah as being in one's 
company even one single time. There is no way to put this gently. Either you are lying about 
having read what you are trying to refute, or you are intellectually incapable of understanding 
it. There is no third option. 

It seems the author does not comprehend the fact that you can still use the word and its 
variants to describe all sorts of things not exclusive to the Shar'iee definition of who is a Sahabi. 
For example, you can use the word " JV (connect) while referring to connecting with family 
members, and this does not affect the definition of what (Salat) is, despite coming from 
the same root word. 

The definition of a Sahabi is not dependent on someone saying things like "we accompanied 
the Prophet in prayer" as mentioned in the Hadith quoted by the author. That is simply a 
common linguistic expression. If we wish to define a Sahabi, we must look at the reality and 
evidences that qualify one to the status of a Sahabi. 

Poor guy. I will remind you of what YOU, yourself said: 





"We define a Sahabi as someone who fulfills the linguistic meaning of a 'companion.'" 

And again, you said: "...whereas our opinion is at least based on the linguistic meaning of Suhba 
(companionship)." 

Therefore, you - not me - YOU are the one saying that the term 'Sahabi' is someone who fulfills 
the linguistic meaning of a 'companion'. That is precisely why the article FIRST demonstrated 
that someone who sees someone is the same as someone who is their companion, based upon 
their accompanying them (Sahiba), in the ARABIC LANGUAGE. Got it? Probably not, but there's 
always hope. 

Likewise, the article doesn't quote a Hadfth saying "we accompanied 1^*3 the Prophet in 
prayer" as you falsely claimed. Do you intentionally add words, or just have trouble reading and 
writing? 

Each time you discuss matters of the Arabic language, you show how little grasp you have on it. 

Also, the definition, when it comes to the Companions of the Prophet, was changed by the 
Shari'ah. This is evident in the texts quoted in the article. So your whole attempt to show how 
SOMETIMES it can change, but still have tie to the original meaning, shows that you completely 
missed the point. 

And the reason was used as an example to show the tie is because the way someone 
becomes someone's companion is by accompanying them. Look to the books that catalogue 
the Arabic language and you'll find the following or some variation of it: 


a t i iu^t 

Sahiba Yas'habu Sahabatan Wa Suhbatan Fahuwa Sahib 
He accompanied, he accompanies, company and companionship so he is a companion 

As for the narration by Ibn Abbas (ra) regarding Mu'awiyyah having accompanied the Prophet 
(saw), this is the opinion of Ibn Abbas. We do not pretend that there is no difference of opinion 
on this issue. It is no different to quoting the differences among the Sahaba regarding the 
sighting of the Hilal of Ramadhan or Shawwal. Quoting the opinion of a Sahabi is not an 
evidence - but it is perfectly acceptable to follow that opinion, since the Sahaba are like the 
stars, whichever you follow will guide you. We simply have a different opinion on the matter, 
and it seems the author is having a hard time wrapping his head around the idea that people 
sometimes disagree in Thanni matters in the Deen. 

He was an Arab, in an area and time before the Arabic language was used, using an Arabic 
word. It's not a matter of opinion so much as it is proof of the meaning of a word. You know, 
how we find out what a word means by looking to how the Arabic used it. 



And let's ignore that you are attributing the statement of Ibn 'Abbas (raa) as merely his opinion. 
Can you point to any opposing opinion regarding whether Mu'awiyyah (raa) accompanied the 
Prophet (saas)? Since you are claiming this is some famously difference of opinion, surely it 
should be simple enough for you to produce even one other SahabT who differed with Ibn 
'Abbas (raa). Perhaps if you search in the vast "canon" of the academia of Hizb at-Tahrir, you 
will be able to bring it. We're waiting... 

4- The "weak" narration 


I like how throwing quotations around a word, casually implies that the word itself is wrong. As 
if by writing "weak", the author is trying to imply that the narration is actually authentic. 

Let's take a look at Mazin's "knowledge": 

Halfway through the document, he finally quotes an excerpt from an adopted book by the Hizb, 
and then immediately dismisses the narration quoted within it as "having no reference" 

Wait? Was there a mistake? Was there any reference made in the book by Hizb at-Tahrir to the 
source of this quote? If so, please produce it. Please show us on which page or footnote this 
reference was made in the book you are referring to. I'd like to see it... 

and then moves on to attack a Facebook comment I made. Then he later comes back and says it 
has a source. 


Yes, that's what was done. The author found your unnamed source and clarified the correct 
reference, which your group's book left unnamed. Believe me, from a research and academic 
point-of-view, this is not something that makes the article look bad. Quite the opposite, in fact. 

and then spends multiple pages "refuting" the chain of narrators. 

I'm not sure how exactly one "refutes" a chain of narrators. Pointing out the weakness of a 
chain is one thing - and yes, I did do that - but refuting it? 


The narration is as follows: 
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Narrated by Ibn Al-Salah in Uloom Al-Hadith, that Shu'bah narrated from Musa Al-Sambulani 
(also known as Al-Sablani and Al-Saylani), who said: "I said to Anas Ibn Malik: 'Is there anyone 
remaining from the Companions of the Messenger of Allah other than you?' He said: 'There 
remains people from among the Bedouins who saw him. But as for those who accompanied 
him (<u^>), then no'." It is graded as good, and Imam Muslim narrated from him. 


The bottom line is it is graded as "Jayyid" by the Muhaddith, which is a grade higher than Hasan 
and lesser than Sahih; and we also accept the chain of narration as authentic. Sure, there are 
some who disagree with its authenticity, but there is disagreement on the grading of many 
Hasan and even Sahih Ahadith in Abu Dawood, Al-Tirmithi, and so on. 

But to call someone who concludes that this narration is authentic a "liar," that is simply 
juvenile and shows a lack of depth in the history of Ijtihaad in the Deen. 

This is pretty dumb. The fact that since someone said its chain is "Jayyid", and there are 
disputed Hadfth in books, there's no responsibility to prove the authenticity of what you quote? 
And I don't believe you were called a liar for accepting that narration. But maybe I'm as 
inattentive as you and missed it. 

5- Mu'awiyyah bin Abi Sufyan 

Three things here: 

a) First of all, just to clear something up, when I said that his narrations are a duplicate of 
other Ahadith without him, I meant in the content, not the wording; in other words, the 
Hukum included in his narrations are found in other Ahadith, so the Deen has lost 
nothing of laws and guidance if we excluded his narrations, since those laws and 
guidance are found in other narrations. 

Another example of your inability to read, or at least to comprehend... This false claim was 
already responded to on page 14 of the article: 

"Now, they may claim that the meaning of these Ahadith has come in Ahadith from other 
Saha bah, even if the exact wording has not come from them. I say: This is indeed the case for 
some of the Ahadith, but not all of them." 

"And even for those which there are other Ahadith with the same meaning or a similar meaning, 
the fact of the matter is that Mu'awiyah is the sole narrator of these Ahadith, which disproves 
this laughable claim." 

b) Second, this isn't about Mu'awiyyah. It is about the definition of a Sahabi. 

And again... as was already pointed out: 

As for the claim that this has nothing to do with Mu'awiyah and that this group does not hold an 
opinion regarding Mu'awiyah, then I say: This does not appear to be true. The reason for this is 
that they discuss Mu'awiyah and his not being one of the Sahabah in their own publications. In 
fact, the issue of the definition of what a Sahabi appears in this very context. Therefore, they have 
no one to blame for this inference, if indeed it is merely an inference and incorrect, but themselves. 


In fact, their previous definition of a Sahabi comes in this exact context. "The Sahabi and all 
those whom the meaning ofSuhbah is present in - and it has been explained that if he 
accompanies the Prophet, pfcj 4P- &ij&, for a year or two, and battled alongside him in a battle 
or two. And Mu'awiyah entered Islam when his age was 13 years old. And it is not narrated that 
he went to Al-Madinah and lived in it during the lifetime of the Messenger, and 

accompanied him. And the Messenger stayed in Makkah for a short amount of time the likes of 
which the meaning ofSuhbah cannot take place in. Therefore, Mu'awiyah was not a Sahabi." 
["Al-Malaff al-FikrT", pg. 148] 

Haven't you noticed that your recent responses here were already shut down a year ago? This 
is a thing that happens when people are unable or unwilling to follow the thread of a discussion 
or debate; they resort to repeating claims, which have already been completely debunked by 
their opposition. You are only calling attention to the fact that your claims were previously 
disproven, and yet you persist in making them, while adding nothing new to substantiate them. 

b) And third - since this issue has come up again, so let's discuss Mu'awiyyah now - I've 
honestly had enough of this excessive praising of Mu'awiyyah by these people who 
seem to be willingly blind to history. Therefore, to correct their skewed perspective, I 
will simply list the Sahih narrations in Sahih Al-Bukhari and other reliable books of 
narration regarding him, and you can make your own mind up on the matter. The full list 
of the narrations are below in the first two comments: 

And here we go... Thank you I After all your dishonesty... After all your fruitless attempts to 
appear neutral and objective about a simple matter of Fiqh and Usui... After claiming that this 
position has nothing personal whatsoever to do with Amir al-Mu'minin, Mu'awiyah Ibn Abi 
Sufyan, (iit iul ($e5), you FINALLY are forced to reveal what everyone already knew... that you 
have a personal issue with him (raa) and you cannot bear to accept him being considered a 
Sahabi. We already knew it, despite your denials, because - let's face it - you weren't even 
really trying very hard to hide it anyway. 

Essentially, what you end up saying, to confess your real objective and your true motives, is this 
(and I am barely paraphrasing here): 

"Ok fine! Do you really want to know what this is about?! Let me show you something about 
your precious Mu'awiyah! Take a look at these! Now can you see why I'm unwilling to call him a 
Sahabi? Now can you see why I pretended this was some innocent issue of Ijtihad or legitimate 
difference of opinion?! Now can you see how fake I was to pretend I had some kind of scholarly 
objection to your definition of a Sahabi?!" 

You have finally revealed yourself as the complete disingenuous fraud you are. I'm only sorry it 
took a year for you to publicly confess what everyone already knew. You hate this Sahabi and 
you are not able to allow yourself to accept him as someone who is insulated by that 
description or that label. So rather than just simply admitting that you hate one of the Sahabah, 





as the ShT'ah do, you disguise your hatred as if it has some Fiqh or Usui basis, which it 
absolutely, 100% does not . 

The Shi'ah reinvented history in order to justify their hatred of the Sahabah, whereas you 
reinvent Fiqh and Usui to do the same thing. After all your sanctimonious, moral outrage with 
the word "lie" or "liar", the least of things you are eligible to be called is a liar - may Allah grant 
you what you deserve! 


- Narrated by Al-Bukhari: 
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Rasool Allah (saw) said: "Ammar will be killed by the rebellious faction; he will call them to 
Jannah, and they will call him to the Fire." (Note that Mu'awiyyah’s army killed Ammar during 
the Battle of the Camel) 


- Narrated in Musnad Ahmed: 
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Abu Abdullah Al-Jadli said: "Umm Salama entered and asked me 'Is the Messenger of Allah 
(saw) being insulted among you?!' I said 'I seek refuge in Allah from such a thing!' She said 'I 
heard the Messenger of Allah (saw) say 'Whoever insulted Ali has insulted me' (referring to 
Mu'awiyyah insulting Ali on the Minbar)." 


- Narrated in Al-Mustadrak, graded as Sahih: 
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"Ubadah bin Al-Saamit spoke in the middle of the house of Ameer Al-Mu'mineen Uthman bin 
Affan and said 'I heard the Messenger of Allah (saw) say: 'After me there will be men who will 
do things you know are wrong, and condemn you for things you know are right, so do not obey 
those who disobey Allah.' And by the One whose Fland my soul is in, Mu'awiyyah is among 
them.' And Uthman did not disagree with him even with a single word." 


Narrated in Musnad Ahmed: 
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Abdullah bin Buraydah said: "My father and I entered upon Mu'awiyyah and we sat down with 
him, so he brought us food and we ate, then he brought us drink, and he drank, and then he 
offered some to my father, and my father said 'I have not drank that since the Messenger of 
Allah (saw) forbade it 1 ." 

- Narrated by Imam Malik and An-Nasa'iee: 


(Jjj i—Jsi djliLm £b djjlsL/3 (jj ijLuJ by ftUit 1>° 1321 joijj bUlo 

Jlfli bub (_£jl Lo ■ “bjbtx) JliiS ( JjLoJ ^1) IjjS ( JjCo 4&I iJj_uuj C-u*-o-uu:4iC- 4A)I s-bjjJI 4j (Jla3 
(jis_)b liliSbul ^1 4j|_j dblf. 4A)I (_Jb<3 4A)I J^uuj (jS- Ul 9 djjbw l j-o (jjJusu by 3 ■ «-bjjJI 

l^J C-bl 


Ataa' bin Yassar said: "Mu'awiyyah sold some gold or silver for more than the value of its 
weight (which is Haram). Abu Ad-Dardaa 1 (ra) said 'I heard the Messenger of Allah (saw) 
regarding these things (gold and silver) that they must be traded only in like.' Mu'awiyyah said 'I 
don't see anything wrong with this.' Abu Ad-Dardaa' said 'Who will excuse me from 
Mu'awiyyah? I tell him of what Rasool Allah (saw) said, and he responds with his own opinion. I 
will not live on the same land as you." 

- Imam Al-Shafi'iee narrates in his book Al-Umm: 


4&I l_yb j<Jl 9 4JoJudl Ajjbta tjl : Jli d^Usj ^ siu lc by 3 94/1 " 4jbS" ^ (jtabiJI 

b)4 Sliij^b^ !4jjUji b oi plyOi^llj (oJLu { jy>- OJ_y>-L&<oJI obb-9 ijJj blj bl j\So joJj jOjO-pl 

(^sbJI b-u9 biJb : Jlib 5^b^> S' bl^ o*.y ?q bl^u^UI S^o-^JI by 3 - 3 ^^ AJUl 


Ubaidah bin Rufa'ah said: "Mu'awiyyah entered Madinah and led the prayer, and he did not 
recite the Bismillah and did not say the Takbeer when he performed Rukoo' or say anything 
when he rose from Rukoo'. When he was done the Salat, the Muhajireen and the Ansar said 
'Mu'awiyyah, did you steal from your Salat? Where was the Bismillah? And where was the 
Takbeer?' So he led them in prayer again; and this is one of the things they continued to hold 
against him." 

- Al-Bayhaqi narrates: 


ij.3 tS 4j^bco b)_^9bb) (jbbl5 j^oUJI £ua-uul ^b t -b JL '*' u b (_Jb-9 j^ubc ^3 JJLC- US" :(_Jl9 by 4y^*-u 0^" 

^CLC- 4JUl qA tCCuuJI Jjl9 ^o^UI 4j^bco (bbl 0(3 bbuJ bbuJ :tj Lq_ 9 4blb^uu9 ^j 33 Q-ubc- 


Sa'eed bin Jubayr said: "I was with Ibn Abbas at Arafah and he said to me: 'Sa'eed, why don't I 
hear people saying Labbayk?' I said 'They are afraid of Mu'awiyyah.' So Ibn Abbas went out and 
called out 'Labbayk Allahuma Labayk! In spite of Mu;awiyyah! Oh Allah curse them, for they 
have left the Sunnah due to their hatred of Alii'" 


And in the version narrated by An-Nasa'iee: 



^jS>z3 4j^1jco ^yo i3*Jbl5 tj^Jj j^oUJI ^Lo (Jbl9 CjU^jju llP bS" (_JL^ C^ 4^ JL '*' U O^ 

(jiuo dJLcuJI taX5 ^o^jIs el*4 ^o-^DI eJ»*4 (JLq. 9 4jgli a^M3 

Sa'eed bin Jubayr said: "I was with Ibn Abbas at Arafah and he said to me: 'Why don't I hear 
people saying Labbayk?' I said 'They are afraid of Mu'awiyyah.' So Ibn Abbas went out and 
called out 'Labbayk Allahuma Labayk! They have left the Sunnah due to their hatred of AM!"' 

- Narrated by Imam Muslim: 


^1 l3J& : {y t-CotJ t_Jl9 dil djOt^JI *Xa£- >Xjs- (1844) -y^ll ^ ^>-L^uo (_ 53 j 

f&JJ I^Kb I3JL0T jjjJJI l^jl b : J_9-5 j (jbo 4&I3 c (Jlajj (JJolJli lUjU bJlj-ol (JSli tjl bj-ob lilxxfc 
^ 4 jd£>l : (JU (OJ d£-L-u : (JU .Lo-c^) <j!S*dlil <jl ^3 5 jL>o 03^ ol ^11 (JJ^LJb 

dill d^yyZLXjO ,j d^itlj dill dtlL> . 


Abdul-Rahmab bin Rabb Al-Ka'ba said to Abdullah bin Amr bin Al-Aas: "Your cousin Mu'awiyyah 
is ordering us to eat our wealth among us unjustly and to kill each other, and Allah said '0 you 
who believe, do not eat your wealth among you unjustly, except through trade that you are in 
agreement upon, and do not kill each other; truly, your Lord is Merciful to you.' So Abdullah bin 
Amr was silent for a long time and then said 'Obey him in the obedience of Allah, and disobey 
him in the disobedience of Allah'." 

- Narrated by Imam Muslim: 

: dl (Jlij ^o-L ^3 4 JI 3 djJx- dlil ol Lo^i f- dil ( 3 *^) b>4 IjuU^u (2604) t3 l53J 

: culas : (JU i d^bta J ^ol 9 u^jsSI : J JU : JU < JS^b 3^ : c-JLas c^Xs^s : JU i d^bta ^olj 1—-jsil 

diLaj dil jjl 4I !}) : Jlas JST 


"The Prophet (saw) said to Ibn Abbas 'Go and bring me Mu'awiyyah.' So he went and came back 
and said 'He is eating.' So the Prophet (saw) told him 'Go and bring me Mu'awiyyah.' So he went 
and came back and said 'He is eating.' So the Messenger of Allah (saw) said 'May Allah cause 
him to never be full'." (Note that there are many narrations about the large quantities that 
Mu'awiyyah used to eat, and he used to complain that he did not ever feel full) 

- Ibn Abbas (ra) said: his cursed tree is Bani Umayyah, as noted in Al-Qurtubi (although Al- 
Qurtubi disagreed with it): 

5_^?t_£jl odji : y> Jli ( dijjbloJI I 3 ) (Jbo dJ^i jwij 286/10 o(>JI ^UJI ,j : ( _j43_ > ijJI Jli 

4-uol jjj . 

"Al-Qurtubi said in his Tafseer of (the verse), that Ibn Abbas said: This cursed tree is Bani 
Umayyah." 


And there is much more. 



You didn't even need this much to reveal how much of a deceitful, treacherous and fake you 
truly are, but this certainly helped. Your hateful, Rafidhi roots are more than showing now! 
Thanks for doing the leg work for me on this one. And when did the article claim anything about 
Mu'awiyah being free from blame, the best Companion, one of the best, or anything that would 
be disproven by any of the narrations you quoted? The point of the article was to prove your 
lies and ignorance. Are you unable to stay on topic? 

So, in conclusion: Let’s not be willfully ignorant of our history. The classical scholars defended 
Mu’awiyyah because he was being used by corrupt sects as a way to attack the Sunni 
Madhaahib. And let’s not forget that everyone agrees that Mu’awiyyah was the first Khaleefah 
to corrupt the Bay’ah, and was not among the Khulafaa Al-Rashideen. 

Let me be completely frank with you, you delusional freakshow... People like you... people who 
LIE about the Din of Allah... people who distort the SharT'ah, while claiming to be sincere with 
the most disingenuous, fake, treacherous tongues, will NEVER establish the Khilafah on this 
Earth! Never! 

Reprobates like you, who twist the SharT'ah of Allah, are not fit to establish its administration, 
its governance or its authority. Rather, people like you are the reason the Khilafah fell in the 
first place, due to your innovations, desires and false sincerity! 

But I repeat that this issue isn’t about him. It’s about the definition of a Sahabi. 

And there is valid difference of opinion within it, and the principle states: 

(JjL^uO J&l ^1 

"There is no total rejection (of the other opinion) when it comes to Ijtihaadi matters." 

LOL!!!! I love it. After all that, you are so deluded that you still try to claim this!?? I'm so pleased 
you tried to throw this in at the end, so that people could see how fake you are! 



